Dear J oe, 9/16/90 

Still a bit weary from the stresses of getting my malpraetise-case appeal on its 
way to the appeals court before my time expired, I return to the Tom “icker column you 
sent me, perhaps not thinking as clearly as I should this early morning, (i finished the 
Sunday Post by the first paling of the night and if you or Sam read "The -^ook of<0J" I'd 
appreciate your opinion, based on the interesting review of it in the book section. )• 

I disagree with your reasoning and some of your comments and while the title of the 
column, "Not the Only Crisis" is cdrect, some of its content isn't reasonable and some is 
quote true. 

It is trye that Bush has other crises but it is not true that he "is hostage to 
a sinle issue," what Iraq has done. There is nothing he can do hot to be hostage to the 
other major crises of his administration, and while the country focuses on the Middle 
East, these other crises remain and will get worse. June. c-viiyu^^, 

Among your comments, seemingly supported by Wicker, is that I "fell for the hysteria 
to get j&addam," reinforced by "we should have let the Arabs gight it out to exhaustion...." 

Inherent in your thinking is what you do not mention, the danger to Israel in the 
crisis, and on this I remind you that from the first I said that the one thing on which 
the Muslim world agrees is wiping Israel out. Saddam has beai trying to connect Israel 
with what he has done and responsibility for it. Probably much of not most of the Muslim 
world agrees with him as it agrees on any tiling anti-Israeli, regardless of fact or even 
rationality. So we do agree that however this ends there is great danger for A srael in 
it, whatever it does or does not do. 

There are two basic points in my thinking. One is that the world must reach the 
point where political decisions are not made by war, the other is that if we do not 
learn from our errors with Hitler and Mussolinin we are, Santayana's wisdom, time$- 
tested wisdom, we are doomed to repeat those errors and pay a terriMe price. Some- 
tliing much be done about Saddam, the question how and by whom, (i do not agree that he 
can safely end this crisis, as Wicker suggests, by if he W&ddenly withdraws from Iraq" 
because I doubt he could survive that atop his bedding down with Ira$, having given up 
voluntarily the gains, from Iraqis perspective, bought at such terrible cost to it and 
S$s military.) 

I tM nk- there can and should be controvery about how Bush did what he did but I 
do not disagree on its need. 1 »ii a ii > */ 1 * 1 1*& in t m 1 *■ II ^ ( fa fa > 

What you and Wicker assume, and believe without basis, is that having taken 
Kuwait Saddam would have sat back and digested that feast. What you also assume is that 
the world could have continued much as it was if he did. History tells us this never 
happens and it would have been indescribable follow to assume it. If as he could have done 
easily without Bush's intervention he moved into Saudi Arabia he would have had the world 
by the throat and the other major crises tfush has yet to face would have worsened im- 
measureably. Also a great thrat to the world, he would have had the Arab masses behind 
him and what stability the world has with those tyrannies at status quo 'would have ended 
with consequences, including of jihads, impossible to imagine. 

(.1 do not want to forget to agree with Wicker's comment that this enables Bush to 
have more of an imperial presidency and I do not suggest that this is no^vdry bad for 
it is but is is only one of the terrible consequences of what believe Saddam made 
inevi table I do want to emphasize that first things must come first-ending Saddam.) 

What makes you think that the Arabs would have fought Saddam? Which Arabs could 
have if they'd wanted to? If they hai, what were their prospects of success? I disa- 
gree with you. Save for the Jranians, who are not Arabs, he is at one end of the Arab 
world for practical purposes immune from invasion by them. His reminder to the world 
that he was prepared for and willing to resort to chemical/biological warfare was also a 
reminder to the Arab powers none of uhieh was prepared to defend against those weapons. 
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He said he was taking t£ Israel, in vacuuo, but he was talking to his fellow Arabs, too. 
Assad has the only neaby army, ij gypt, i^ willing, had no way of getting help to him, and 
Assad is another bastard tyrant, (i also do not want to forget to raise the question, 
would the world be better or worse off with the Arab masses unified and going in the 
wrong direction under the leadership of a successful Saddam, going with religious fervor.) 

So the opinions you express require that there have been some prospect of an Arab 
effort to fight and destroy Saddam, and I tliink there was none, not the intent and not 
the capability. And giver) Saddam control over the oil# of the U ulf and there is utter chaos 
and ruin. I know of no basis for suspecting that he would have stopped short of this. 

Even when there was bold leadership and effort consistent with their needs, the 
Assads have been long on overly-publicized ta-ik and short on performance. Have you heard 
of any meaningful presence of any of Assad's army in Saiffli Arabia, to protect it at all? 

Refering to Bush's other crises Wicker says that "an economic collapse at home would 
make a major military commitment abroad incongruous." Before Saddam we were on the verge 
of such a collapse but can you imagine them magnitude of this collapse with either a 
shortage of fuel or a great escalation in its cost, vital as fuel is to any modem 
economy? 

There are many facets to this crisis Hi * think you have not thought this through. 
Nor did Wicker. 

Perhaps it is true, as Wicker says, that Bush invited the USSR to involve itself 
in Middle East peace efforts but I think without such an invitation it wqs both inevi- 
table and indispensible, fraught as this may be for Israeli endangerment. And on Saddam 
getting out of Kuwai-f and restoring its feudal government, the USSR also agrees and has 
stated this, (it can t restore Kuwait because I believe it has already been plundered, 
even if such things as pipe fittings, jnd it can't restore the Kuwaitis already killed.) 

Vie have great trouble understanding the Arab world, in many way* because they and 
we seem to have radically different conceptd, especially of right and wrong. I do not know 
much about this and may be both ignorant and wrong but I have the distinct impression that 
what we consider duplicitous they consider to be the way to do business. Much of the diplo- 
macy I sse has the morals and efehics of the lower depths of a crooked bazaar. I have no 
way of knowing what the peoples of the anti-Saddam Arab countries have been told but 
I've seen nothing in the papers and am aware of no electronic reporting that leads me to 
believe that any told its people how utterly worthless Saddam's word is, that he has lied 
in every way and on all questions, or anything about his barbarities - and how many of 
them have not practised their own barbarities - if any? To this I add that I question the 
durability of any Arab anti-Saddam agreement not based on his exit being an accomplished 
fact. As we have seen and are seeing, Muslim blood-enemies of yesterday are today's Allies. 
Iran is also telling all Iraqis who listen that to die^ for Saddam is sure and instant 
passage to heaven, and this can mean much to him and the support of his m i li tary, some of 
whom by now certainly ought be disaffected. It can also mean much if there is fighting. 

before knocking off, and again I admit lack of real knowledge that can justify an 
opLnion, I raise the questions of how durable the restoration of the Kuwaiti feudalism 
can be after this. At the same time I acknowledge that it can be just as bad for the 
Kuwaitis and the rest of the wold if it leads to another personal tyanny, like Saddam's 
or Assad's. Will Saudi Arabia and the emirates be able to continue as they now are? I 
dpubt it and * see no reason to believe that at least for some time any possible changes 
will be better for the world as well as for those peoples.And if emerging tyrannies result, 
there is the residue of Saddam's, if he goes, one way or another, and Assad's, with him for 
a while at least at the head of it, and if they all combine, how awful for all interests! 
They would dominate the world through their control! of the world's energy! at the least. 
What they have already cost by raising the price is nothing to what would eventuate. And 
all the talk of their having suffered under "cheap" oil prices is nonsense. They have, 
when the prices were lowest, made exhorbitant profits and the only reason they can claim 
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that this was not true is by ignoring the fact that they have wasted much of their 
profits, particularly Saddam, by extraordinary expenditures for war. Not for peace in 
any sense.Por war. Beginnfg preparing for war against Israel and then, with Saddam, 
for war of conquest and intimidation. 

W,ook at the rest of the Muslim world and ask what it would be or could lead to 
vjith any kinfl of mass support for any kind of jihad, by which I mean not only against 
Israel, which i do not see as an isolated jihad, with the intense militarization there. 

Ahd what this could mean internally in the USiiH, which has a vast Muslim population. 

The militarization of Pakistan and Afghanistan is enormous, and they possess many of 
our most dangerous weapons. 

The whole mess is much more complicated than the political leaders or the pundits 
even suggest slightly. There is and there is going to be chaos and disaster, no matter 
what. The real question is what has a chance of minimizing it, if anything. 

While I shudder to think of the cost and consequences of what -“ush has done, 
costs and consequences not yet subject to meaningful calculation, I shudder more to 
think of what they would have been had he done nothigg because not stopping Saddam 
before he could do more was the first priority for the world. 

And (cine of the things we should lear'is the silliness of expecting the NATO to 
dp any good, be of any help, ; or offer any leadership. It was misbegottenbf fiction and 
fraud and it is impotent whenfaced with a real need. The Germans, for example, even today, 
are taking the great profit p&d not paying an significant share of the costs. And 
despite its recent promises, "much the same is true of Japan. These two wealth countries 
ape the initial and major beneficiaries of what Bush has done and all of us will long 
continue to pay for. Both are so wealthy and so greedy they figured that yhatever the 
costs to them would be, the costs to all others would be even greater abd thus Saddam, in 
the end, meant a profit to them. We are bleseed with wonderful allies of our own creation! 

There now is no dependable way of figuring what Israel’s situation will be how- 
ever and whenever this ends. It is certain that the unchanging Muslim hatted an 

upchaging Musl im lust for its termination and it is certain that this hatred has been 
magnified. by Saddam and Iran in the recent past. It also is certain tliat Israel’s 
Arab enemies are now militarialy more powerful and thus can be more of a Military 
danger to Israel. What is not certain is what the Bush administration's attitude and 
pylAciss will be. How can you figure such political ignoramuses "as l two days before 
Saddam attacked Kuwait nullified the Congressional effort to decalre a blockade or 
boycott of him, an administration that ignored all the clear sights of what impended? 

If it is impossible for us to understand the morals and ethics of the bazaar I 
do think that there has been some benefit to Israel from 8&$x the PLO’s and Jordan’s 
open support of Saddam. They cannot now expect the funding they got from the rich gulf 
powers although ^yWia will possibly make up Some of that. I can see the Palestinians Pairing 
Jordan over, with Saddam's support, despite Hussein's support of him, and my crystal 
ball is not clear enough to see whether this would be better or worse for Israel. The 
existence of a Palestinian state could be better, uneconomic as it would lie, but having 
it a state and on the border might be militarily more dangerous because they'd still 
lust for Israel and for driving its people, their figure, into the sea. 

^eajcuse I think the leftist peacenicks in Israel were foolish and quite wrong I 
think also that what this has done to them helps Israel survive. They did much harm 
with their belief that peaceful cohabitation with a shark was possible. A shark that 
was also an octopus. 

But be not of faint heart. Bush' s Secretary of State has just returned from pan- 
handling the world to pay a bit of the cost of defending their economies s.t the lqast, 

with what is touted as a great suceess: he has promises of contributions of t4 billions. 
About US costs for 10 days! Best, 

/. n i i t ‘7 



